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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant's representative argued that the secondary reference 
Foster does not detect a change of the mechanical module from a static condition to a dynamic condition. The 
examiner stated that Foster applies a series of driving pulses to the piezoelectric element via the maintenance drive 
circuit and while applying these pulses, the response of the piezoelectric element is detected. In the process of 
detecting the response as separate drive pulses are sent to the drive circuit, Foster detects the change from a static 
condition to a dynamic condition. Even though the focus of Foster's invention is not to detect the change from a static 
to a dynamic condition, Foster performs this in the process of detecting while driving the piezoelectric element. The 
examiner suggested that the claims be amended to recite determining if the mechanical module is in a static or 
dynamic condition, and/or more specifically reciting what the invention does with the result of detection of the condition 
change. Upon a review of the Foster reference, the examiner agreed that Foster does not determine if the piezoelectric 
element is in a static condition or a dynamic condition. /Tl/] 




